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Defendants Heath Downs and Judy Long (together, “Appellants™) appeal
from the district court’s denial of their motion for summary judgment on the
ground of qualified immunity. In an earlier appeal, we held that genuine issues of
material fact existed on the issue of whether Appellants and other defendants acted
with deliberate indifference to Crystal Bannister’s serious medical needs. Van
Orden v. Caribou Cnty., 546 F. App’x 647, 649 (9th Cir. 2013). In this appeal,
Appellants contend that they are immune from suit under the doctrine of qualified

immunity because the law at issue was not “clearly established” at the time of



Bannister’s death on August 25, 2009. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. §
1291, and we affirm the district court’s denial of summary judgment.

““To be clearly established, a right must be sufficiently clear that every
reasonable official would have understood that what he is doing violates that
right.”” Taylor v. Barkes, 135 S. Ct. 2042, 2044 (2015) (per curiam) (quoting
Reichle v. Howards, 132 S. Ct. 2088, 2093 (2012)). This standard does “not
require a case directly on point, but existing precedent must have placed the
statutory or constitutional question beyond debate.” Ashcroft v. al-Kidd, 131 S. Ct.
2074, 2083 (2011). It was “clearly established,” at least as early as 2005, “that the
Eighth Amendment protects against deliberate indifference to a detainee’s serious
risk of suicide.” Conn v. City of Reno, 591 F.3d 1081, 1102 (9th Cir. 2010),
judgment vacated, 131 S. Ct. 1812, and opinion reinstated, 658 F.3d 897 (9th Cir.
2011); see Farmer v. Brennan, 511 U.S. 825, 834 (1994). Appellants did not need
a more detailed standard to be aware that their indifference violated Bannister’s
constitutional rights, and no subsequent case has undermined the deliberate
indifference standard in the context of custodial suicide. As we held previously,
the evidence, viewed in the light most favorable to the plaintiffs, shows that
Appellants were subjectively aware that Bannister posed a serious suicide risk but

failed to take protective actions. Van Orden, 546 F. App’x at 649.
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AFFIRMED.



